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A further analysis of the data previously published by the author' has yielded an additional minor factor that may have cumulative significance for parole adjustment and supervision.
Among the factors associated with the trial and commitment of the 200 reformatory parolees comprising the study groups was the distribution of types of crimes committed prior to incarceration. 2 This distribution for the successful parolee (N) group and the group of parole failures (V) may be seen in Table I .5 It would appear from these data that the parolees in both groups, N and V, did not differ significantly in the types of offenses committed prior to being sentenced to the state institution. The percentage of arrests for Juvenile Delinquency, Assault, Sex and Drug offenses are similar for both groups. The differences worthy of note are the crimes against Property and the classification of "other crimes" which includes: disturbing the peace, vagrancy, intoxication, and petty gambling. The statistics for these indicate that as a group the successful parolees have committed many more crimes against property and fewer misdemeanors. The latter may indicate that the non-successful parolee is much more unstable emotionally and so was wont to repeat petty offenses until he "hit the big time" with a felony conviction.
The relationship between type of offense and parole outcome is small, the coefficient of contingency is .0586. This factor has little statistical value per se, but when brought into the proper context with other early life factors such as the number of arrests prior to commitment and the age of first arrest, the chances for extra-mural adjustment become qualitatively less. The same reasoning found acceptable for the relationship between the psychiatric classification and intelligence level of the parolees may well apply here. One cannot escape the implications of seemingly unmeasurable aspects of personality and adjustment. 
